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DIGEST:

1. Agency's determination to prociire on basis of agency-wide
systems requiremeats rather than on besis of {ndividual
installation needs will not be disturbed absent clear show-
ing of unreasonableness.

2. Preclusion of particular offercr fiom procurement does not
render spacifications unduly restrxictive where aspecifica-
tions reflect legitimate agency necds.

Memorex Corporstion (Memore:x) protests as uanduly restrictive
of competition and not in the intarest of a fair, adequate aud
open procuremen’, the requlrements, terms and conditions of
request for propoulu (RFP) No. DAABOY~76~R-00Z1, i1ssued by the
Washington Procurement Office of the U.S. Aruy Electronics

Couzrand ,

»

The aubject RFP called for the exchange/sale of IBM Plug-~
60mpat1ble Direct Access Storage Devices (DASD) with applicable
ma‘ntenance and software. to be used in suppoit o 11 U.S, Ammy—
Materiel Development and Readiness Command (DARCOM) mstallations.
An amendment to the soljcitation required that all DASD Spindles
be of the saue type, .;., IBM 3330 type, single denslty disc
drives. All such equipment was tec be manufactured ~ ; a single
source and was to incorporate the latest engineering changes,
Memorex states rthat these requirements give ''an unnecessary
advantage to a limite! number of suppliers' and prevent consid-
exation of altermative approachas which would satisfy the Aimy's
needa and which would be cost advantageous to the Government,

Federal Data Corporation also protested this solicitationm,
lllegiug that the: rechiremant for only single density DASD
Spindles violates the terms of the exchange/sale authority in
the Federal Property Management Regulations, Part 101-46, which
requires that a transaction foster the economical and efficient
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accomplishment of an apprived progrsm, Federal Data was
furniszhed a copy of the DARCOM rasponse to its allegation and on
Nover® .r 9, 1976, this Office raquasted that Faderal Data either
furnish us written comments on the report or provide some indi-
cativn. of continued interest in the resolution of its protest,
We have recaived no response from Federal Dste, and therefors
assoume that the firm is no longer interested in the matter,
Consequently, the Federesl Data allegation will nut ba considered.

The Memorex pusition is set forth by the prctester as
follows:

f[jht specifications r-quiri7 s single vendor to
atiach approximately 600 disc devices to 17 IBH
360/65 computer .sytems and 3 IBM 360/50 computer
systams, all of_which utilize the OS operating
system, * * & nghly 56 of the total 600 or 107
of the total procuremant will be installed at
sites requiring the IBM 360/50 attachment feature.
The majority of the suppliers of the 3330-1 type
devices can attach .to the IBM 360/65 computcrs;
only a 1imited number can ‘attach their devices to
the 360/30 computera Opcrating under 0s. Thz ze-
quirement for interftcing discs tc 'Lthe IBM“360/50
represents only l0% of the tgtal procurement. The
techuical requirements governing this solicita-
tion thus limir the number of suppliers to ITEL
and possibly one or two others because of their
ability to respond to the 360/50 attachment; while
the majority of suppliers qualified tc respond to
90% of the requirement will be eliminated because
of the 360/50 attachment feature,"

Tuls protest followad DARCOM's rejection of a Memorex request
that the procurement be divided into two lots: omne lot cover-
ing devices requiring the IBM 360/50 OS5 attachment feature, and
a second lot emcompassing the remaining devices,

hARCOH explains !ts position as followa:

"The Memorax request was seriously congid-
ered but was refused for good technical and func-
tional reasons, Firset, as stated in the :
solicitation (Section II, b, page 49) two 360/50s
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are used to support the Standard Lngistics Control
System, The system unes standard job coutrol lau-
guage (JCL) and a standard IBM oparating system (0S).
If the solicitation were split, two different vacdors'
hardwara could ba selected requiring two separate
modifications t~ the'0S and cven separate JCI. This
would be an unacceptable situation. Second, opera-
tional conditions frequently require that disksbe
shified from ona configuration to another within a
given installation and sometimes between installa-
tions. To honor the Memorex requast would saverely
restrict this flexibility. Thirzd, the Army wishes to
astablish a Standard Dual Configuration at several
sites, Having different vendors would hlnder this
effort and in some cases make it mpouibla.

In respunse, Memorex disputes DARCOM's technical position,
asserting that two OS modifications, one for the IFB 360/50s and
another for the 360/65s, would have to be provided iegardless of
whather the procurement was conducted on a ome lot or two lot
basis. In turn, DARCOM suggasts that the problem is not so
simple:

"IHE OPERA''ING SYSTEM PROBLEM IS A COMPLEX
ONE, IF THE SOLICITATION WERR SPLIT INTO TWO LOTS
AS MEMOREX HAS SUGGESTED, THEN A VERY TROUBLESOME
PROBLEM WILL EXIST AT TROSCOM, TROSCOM HAS ONE
MODEL 65 AND TWO MODEL 59 COMPUTERS. THE MODEL 65
AND ONE MODEL 50 RUN WITH AN OPERATING SYSTEM SUP-
PLIED BY ALMSA. THIS IS THE SAME OPERATING SYSTEM
SUPPLIED TO SEVEN SITES LISTED ON THE® SOLICITATION.
IF THE SOLICITATION WERE SPLIT INTO TWO LOTS, ALMSA
MIGHT BE REQUIRED TO SUPPLY THREE DISTINCT OPERATING
SYSTEMS. ONE FOR SIX SITES UTILIZING ON! Y MODEL 65
CENTRAL PROCESSING UNITS AND TWO FOR TR(SCOM UTILIZ-
ING A MODEL 65 AND ONE MODEL 50, The OPERATING SYS-
TEM FOR THE MODEL 65'S AT SIX SITES MICHT NOT BE -
COMPATIBLE WITH THE OPERATING SYSTEM UTILIZED ON THE
MODEL 65 AT TROSZUM. THE COMPLEXIYY OF MAINTAINING
MORE THAN ONE VLRSION OF THE OPEPATING SYSTEM-AND
CONTROLLING THE FIELDING OF CHANGES IS ENORMOUS AND
THE DEGREE OF COMBLEXITY PROBABLY INCREASES EXPONEN-
TIALLY WITH EACH REQUIRED ADDITIONAL VERSTON OF THE
OPERAYING SYSTEM,"
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Furthermore, DVRCOM indicates that it believes a single source
of supply will providas it not ounly with the maximm system
flexibility it needs, but also thea lowast possidle coat bacause

of the advantages of economy of acaie inherent in tha exchange/
purchase of 600 disc devices,

Basically, what is at issue nere is the propriety of the
Atmy's decision to delipeate i.s requirements in accordance
with its overall putomatic dsia processing systems needs
instead of lpocifying the needs of individual installations. A
decieion to procure by mesns of a systems approjch rather than
by siparate procurements is within the discretion of the con-
tracting sctivity and will rot be disturbed by our Office in the
absence of a clear showing that it lacked a reasonable basis,
Cenaral DataComm Industries,’ _Ine., B-182556, April 9, 1973, 75-1
CPD 218; Allen and Vickara, Inc., American Laund Hachinc
54 Comp. Gen. 1974), 74-2 CPD 303; 53 Comp. Gen. 1973).
In view of the Army's statements and the overall record in this
case, we cannot conclude that a clear showing of unrveasonableness
hex been made by Memorex.

;rthermore, we point out that this is not a case involving
& 3ole-source situation; five ptoposdls have beenr received in
response to the solicitation. Ia this regard, we have often
stated that the preclusion of one or more poteatial- offerors
from a particular coupetition does not render a; lptcificction
unduly restrictive if, in fact, the sp.cification represents the

legitimate needs of the Goverument, GardnZr Machinary C&ggorationi
G.A, Braun, Incorpoxaced, B~185418, September 15, 1576, /6=2 CPD

245; 45 Comp. Gen. 3635, 368 (1965), Since it appears.that the
Army's specifications are reasonably related to ita minimum needs,
the du facto exclusion of Memorex from this competition becwuse
that fimm does oot or will not offer the particular type disc
specified in the RFP {s not improper.

The protast of Memorex Corporaticn is denied.

| Deputy Compttolie&zez'!“— .

of the 'mited Statas
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